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Abstract

The Written Literaty FOrdth is a group of teadherS and researchers inves-

tigating how researdh cn writing instruction can be made more meaningful to

edUtators. During the Forum's deliberations, the following questions were

raised: For what audiendes And purposes is educatiOnal research conducted?

What linguistic forma are used to represent research knowledge? Wow does

that knotiledge differ from the knowledge of the practitioner? What is the

relative status of each kind of knowledge? This paper reports the ways in

which the Forum's deliberations about educational research have encouraged

its members to articulate and examine their assumptions about Whet researchers

and teachers claim to know, how they express that knowledge, and the views

they hold cf themselves and each other as professionals.
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Susan Florio-Ruate

IntrOduction

Until a few years ago, I worked with teachers chte ly ih twO Ways Ls I

re-searched their practice. Trained as an ethnographer, I knew teachers as

informants on classroom life. From that experience, I learned the value of

inviting the collaboration of teachers in framing research questions and in

collecting and occasionally analyzing classroom data. Typically, however,

these close working relationships changed or ended when, Iike my anthro-

pologist forebears, I left the field to write the reports of my research.

Mentioning that I left the field to write research reports may seem

trivial. There is, after aIl, a division of labol: in education whereby

teachers teach and researchers theorize about teaching and learning. But, as

I hope this paper will demonstrate, leaving teachers out of the deliberative

and expressive phases of research may not only create communication gaps

between teachers and researchers, but Alto may limit the quality and useful-

nett of educational research.

In writing this paper I have drawn from my experience as a member of a

group called the Written Literacy Forum. The Forum involves researchers

1

_Paper prepared for_presentation at the Meadow Brook Research Symposium:
Col-Iaborative Action Research in Education. Oakland University, Rochester,
Michigan, January 20-23, 1985, and to be publiShed in C. S. WithereIl,
N. Noddings, and A. Duran (Eds.), Lives in Narrative: The Use of
Subleetive Accounts in Educational Research and Practice. New York:-
Teachers College Press.
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Susan Florio-Ruane is coordinator of the Written Literacy Forum and
associate professor of teacher education at Michigan State University .
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3/4
from Mithigan State University and teachers from the public schools it

EaSt Lansing, Michigan; working together to derive useful insightS froth

research on the teaching of writing. Our efforts to identify ahd communicate

useful knowledge have changed our thinking about research. Starting uith

publiShad reports of research, and then reading, discussing, and tranSforming

them; we have come to realize that science is; in Popper'S Uorda, Ma branch

of literature" (cited in Olson, 1980, p. 97). As Such, scientific research

in education is subject to many of the same questions one can ask al)out other

texts:

1. Who are the authors and audiences of educatiotal research?

2. For Uhat purposes do people speak and write about practice?

3. What are the topics about which researchers write? HOu do they
differ from those of tencern to teachers?

4. Hou do social position and the functions of communication in their
professional lives limit and shape teachers' and researChers'
communication of what they knou?

3

Accepting sole responsibility for the paper, the author would like tothank the past and present members of the Written Literacy Forum for many
conversationt that helped to clarify many of_the ideas presented here. _They
re, in elpYmbetical order, Christopher H. Clark, James Colando, JoAnn B.Dohanich, aixndra Dunn, Janis Elmore, Wayne Hastings, June Martin, Rhoda

Maxwer_ William Metheny, Marilyn Feterson, Sylvia Stevens, and Daisy Thomas.
The author would like to thank one Forum member, Saundra Dunn, for her very
helpful_ comments on an earlier draft of this paper.

4

Bibace and Walsh in their paper, "Conflict of Roles: On the Difficul=
ties of Being Both Scientist and Practitioner in One Life" (1982) point
out that in most retrospective accounts of the inquiry process, the exact
sequence of ideas and event is "laundered." Citing Fleck (in Shapin,
1980), they note that

the activities of constituting scientific facts involve "a mean-
dering and diffuse process" which becomes through memory, a "re-
construction, a straight and goal-directed process, the reSult_
of clear individual intentions." (Bibace & Walsh, 1982, p. 389)

_--Thus my account of the Written Literacy Forum, like all stories and scien-
tific reports;_subtly transforms_"what happened" by its reconstruction of
real-time events as narrative. The paper should be read with this in mind.

2
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A Practical PtobleM CenCerning Theory

Several years ago, after extended fieldwork in two clattrooms, m

research colleaguet arid I withdrew to the university te theUtize and wriee

about )r-oblems Of wtiting insttdCinn: Emerging heatiy a year later;

the tetearchers held in one hand a tWO=hUndred_page technical
topot titled; "Schooling and the ACqUisition of Written
Literaoy4" and in the othet,a fiVe=page Xeroxed report called,
"Findings of Practical_SignifiCance." _The researchers stared at
these two documents_and wondeted why their close and careful
research had yielded so few findings of interett tti teachers.
(Florio-Ruate & Dohanieh; 1984; p; 725)

Thit titUation was both troubling and fruStrating. The iesearchort had,

aftet all, heeded nearly a decade of tent to make educational research

meaningful by grounding it in everyday classroom realitiot (Eitner, 1983;

Erickson; 1973). One Of our primary goals had been tb ditcOver and describe

beliefs held by teachers and students about writing in their classrooms. BUt

our C1Ote COntact with teachers and their daily lives during data collection

and preliminary analysis apparently did not guarantee that our theoretical

accounts would be meaningful to those we had studied bt tO other teachers

One of the features of fieldwork research, Ot What Glaser and Strauss

(1967) tefer ta as the "discovery of grounded theOty;" is that researchert

reMain close to the phenomena they study. Fieldwork involvet the gradua1

framing and testing Of Working hypotheses (Geer, 1969). TheOry is tentatively

formulated And cOntinually open to revision at the researcher proceeds via a

procett Of "analytic induction" (Bogdan & Biklen; 1982); This explanation it,

however; an idealistic and partial aceOunt of fieldwork that does nct fUlly

acknowledge rateatCh at both a social process and a litigUistic product.

Out totmcititense notion of theorizing i8 that it it a formal; linguistic

detiVity undertaken chiefly by expertt. Like their colleagues in the other

social sciences, e*htOgraphers are trained to observe special conventiont in

their reporting Of tesearch findings; Such formal conttiaints on communication

3



are intended to ensure the validity of theorists' knowledge claims: Thut the

researcher is pressed to report findihgt in the formal; usully writtet;

lAtguage of theory: To do thit, the ethnographer hat histotiCally Withdrawn

ftom informants and taken the ttetmship home to write Cite et teveral mono-

graphs for sn audience of behéfactors and colleagues.

This arrangement it typical in general ethnographies of traditional

sticiOti6t where; according to Scheper-HUghes (1979);

for the most part anthropelegitts (as well as the commutitiet
studied) have been thielded from any local repercustieht_ahd after-
shocls resulting from pUbliCation because we have traditiOnally
worked in_what were until recently "exotic" cultures and among
preliterate_peoples. In most cases, the "tatives" never knew what
had been saic abOUt them; The anthropolOgist might; as a
prOfetsional courtesy; send the village headMan or a mestizo
Mayordomo a copy_of the publithed ethnography which was oftet
pt-oudly displayed_in the village, Its contents; howevernotMally
remained as mysterious at the private life of the "matked" White
man; that professional lone ttranger; who would 15eriediCally
reappear (sometimes beating gifts) and then jutt at ineXplicably
vanish (not_infrequently at the start of the rainy season); Withinthis traditional fialdwork paradigm bur once colonized subjects
remained disempowered and mute: (p. V)

In contemporary educational retearch, distances and language differences

teparating researchers from thote they study are not so great. Moreover there

is an assumed applicability Of research knowledge tb the practical problems

of the people studied. Yet surprisingly little effort is made to talk With

teachers about the adequacy of educatibnal theory When such convertations do

OCCur, they are typically initiated by third parties who, ih the tame of

teacher education, are chatged with "translating" researCh for practitioners.

Very oftet, those studied remain as "disempowered and mute" as the "colotited

sUbjeCts" Scheper-Hughes (1979) describes.

When the researcher m:Wet ft-OM conversations with itfortantt and record-

ing notet in the field to PUblic, formal descriptions of infOtthants' knowl-

edge atd culture, the nature of research changes. Although researchers



continue to claim that their the-cities are incomplete and open to challenge,

the rendering of thOS6 theories in expository prose, graphs, chartt, numeri-

cal tables and ferbulaS dramatically alters their presentation arid limits

their audience. Even in case studies, which May contain large amounts of

narrative; researchers' published destriptions are static and frozen in the

"ethnographic present." It additiet, publication; which Stubbs (1982, p. 42)

argues amounts to "full Standardization and cJdification" of writtet lan-

guage, confers on the social scientist "export" status and confers on theory

the status of "fixed" rather than tettatiVe knowledge.

Thus when we showed our teather=itfOrmants the technical report :40 had

prepared for -air funding Agency and the articles we had writtet fer 6Ut pro-

fessional jciUrtalSi We and our texts were received politely, but without

enthusiasM. Vs assured, with Buchmann (1983), that "for research knowledge to

be useful, people 'mist be able tb gtaqi it" (p. 3). But it seemed that out

reports were not grasped eVet by the teachers whose realities thoy aited te

describe. ThiS dUeS not mean that the teachers did not read and COmprehend

What we had writ:en. It meant literally that they d:.d not grasp it. People

grasp things; reach out to appropriate them, because they have intrinsic

attractior Oi apParent value te them. But the teachcrs did noi reach biJt And

appropriate for their USe our formal models of writitg in their ClASStOoms or

to the case Studies we had written to illustrate them (see exaMPles in

Appendix A).

The adequacy of ethtbstohi6 theorizing rests; at least in part, ot the

power Of the ethnOgraphy to resonate wich informants' experiences. Again.;

qUote SCheper-Hughes (1979):

While it would be implausible te eXpeet that the_members of a com-
munity would wholohoattedly agee With the outsider's perspective
with his or het tetditien of their social; cultural and psychological
situation, that rendition should not be so_foreign or removed from
their commonsense interpretation of the meaning of their liVeS aS

5
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to do vidlence to it; Any ethnogreiihy Ultimately stands or falls
on :me basis of whether or not it reatinates: it should ring true,
serike a familiar (even if ottaSiOnally painful) chord: (p. viii)

The failure of our reports tO "ring true" to the experiences of our infOr-

mants suggested that in our efforts to analyze the structure and function of

their everyday activities, we had lo8t 8i0it Of the insHers' perspectives.

At the teachers received our reports in pOlite silence; we wondered why btit

work lacked vitality; oven fOr thOS6 who had a personal stake in it. Did

research have anything tO say to practice? Had we really talked and listened

to our informants while in the field? Did wo lose something in the transfor-

Mation of our experience into formal repottt Of research? Had we told not-

very-good stories about practice or, in our efforts to be rigorous, had we

failed to tell any stories At All?

Conversation_And_Theo-ry

The Written Literacy Forum 'wag trtated to address there questions. In

the fall following the completiOn Of OUr research reports, we invited the

teachers in whose classrooms we had worked to participate in a series of

conversations about the findings of the research. For several school years,

the group met in classrooms; homes, and at the university; The questions that

Cathe to guide our meetings were the folldWing:

1; Of the many potential "findings" of in our_research, Whirch Were of
most importance and use to teachers? To student teachers? To
administrators? To researchers?

2. What formats for sharirg the research would be best suited to the
content? The audience? The tOtial Setting?

3. What is the nature of commUnication among various interest groups in
education? How are differences in status and role tefletted in
participants' knoWledge and ways of communicating?

Out aim in creating the Forum was not tb teach or translate research

findings to teachers; but rather tti talk and listen in a way different frbm

our previous collaboration. BUChMann (1983) has advocated conversatiOn AS an

6
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alternative to argumentation when researchers Ahd educators meet. This alter-

native offers a way to transcend stAtUS differences that usually separate

teachers and researchers. In addition; conversation admits of more and dif-

ferent sWittb Of information about practice; To this end, Buchmann (1983)

observes that "what makes conversation attractive 1.8 its reciprocal quality,

the breadth of subject matter and variety of vOiceS Compatible with it; and

the surprising turns it may take" (0. 3). In conversation; Buchmann argues,

theory is fbrted tio share the floor with practition:Irs' knowledge and all

partitipants are encouraged to address the values implicit in the wetk they do.

Although the conversational model captures what we hoped to achieve in

the Forum; the early going was not smooth. Because of our unspoken assump-

tic.is about the status ahd role of teachers and researchets, conversation--an

_actiVity which seems so natural in some situations--was initially halting.

When, for example; the researchers attempted to set an open tone for the

Forum meetings by urging that all tetbetS partiCipate in setting the group's

weekly agenda, we were surprised to find that this idea was not welcomed by

the teachers. One teacher summarized it this way:

sillen you start talking about us handling the agenda, I can think of
agenda items but I think that you have the oVetall picture and I'm
really not sure T want you tb abditate that responsibility; really;
(Transcript of Forum Meeting Tape; 10/14/81)

Later, as I reflected on this situation in my notes; I wrote:

These feelings of unease get me to thinking. I wonder first about
trying to establish a truly open discourse_ or dialogue between
members of the community of research and the community of_practice;
If our group operated in a social vacuumi where it was not
important how the_larger society was organized; we might very
handily haV.e proVided for an open discourse by allowing the agenda
to atise in conversation. Unfortunately; we do not operate in such_
A VarcuuM. No matter how we look at it the researchott_had the bulk
of the power in the previous study, and, in general we have more
power thanteachers when it_comes to deciding What it is important
to research in education and why. . . . It strikes me_that it may
take 8=e tOr o. initiative on_our part; indeed, more leadership; to
encourage discourse within which we can achieve the noncoercive

7
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atmosphere we'd hoped for. Put simply, I haVe COM-6 to the realiza-
tion that in a social_world that is unequal, JOU don't get a demo,
cratic or open conversation simply by Saying that everybody's free
to talk What we may have tb do_iS be more thoughtful about_how to
organize±the conversation such thit We relieve the teachers from the
obligation of trying to say Or do the "right" thing to please us.
(Memo; 11/6/81)

We decided to work toward conversation as a way bf COnfronting problems

of SOcially negotiated nature of knowledge. AS ethnbgraghers we hoped to

understand and represent teachers' underStandings But we had recently

discovered that we missed (or MitrepresenteC much of what was closest to the

heart of the matter for teachers of writing The8e problems did not seem to

be Ones we could repair merely by "translating" biit research into less

technical language. Instead, they Wate fUndaMental problems of interpreta-

tion and values. We reasoned that these needed to be addressed by open and

extended conversation with the teachers about the research, itt reporting,

and its potential use to them and thei-: peers. CbtiVdtion was therefore

not secondary to our research it Wat a -ctitiCal -stage in the inquiry

process; essential if our research Was to succeed in uncovering arid communi-

cating educators' understandings. In this light, Van Mapen (1977) writes

that conversation

i5 a type of dialogue which is tot adVertatiVe buti_as Socrates
expressed it, _"like friends_talking tOgether." This programmatic
idea of method as_friendly dialelgue enaracterizes all phenomeno-
logical social science." (g. 218)

Narrative and l'habty

Conversatir.T. as a research method fT vety likely to yield stories as

data. If we want to understand geople's understanding; we are apt to disco-.-er

moaning in their stories since; in Joan Didion's (1979) VOrds,

We tell ourselves stories in order to live. We live. . . by the
imposition of a narrative line upon disparate images, by the
"ideas" with which we have learned to freeze the shifting
phantasmagoria which is our actual experience. (g. 11)
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The Forum's conversations were opportunities for teachers and researchers to

depart from formal recording or reporting of researCh and tell each other

stories of what they knew about the teaching of writing These discussions

were rich and stimulating. They increased our sense that we needed to create

better ways to represent knowledge about educational practice than we had

done thuc far.

Creating compelling, valid accounts of native knowledge is a perennial

problem for anthropologists. Historically anthropologists have handled the

tension between narrative and structural accounts of cultural knowledge in a

number of ways. Some have kept it hidden--Malinowski, for example; kept

vivid and detailed diary of his Trobriand fieldwork and published, instead;

his monograph Argonauts of the Western Pacific; Malinowski's diary, now read

instructively alongside Argonauts; was published posthumously by his wife.

Similarly; Laura Bohannon published a powerful narrative account of her

fieldwork among the Tiv of West Africa in the book Return to Laughter.

Bohannan wrote about experiences she was unable to convert into the exposi-

tory language of the monograph. But she felt it necessary to do so under the

pen name Elenore Smith Bowen. Earlier she published scholarly monographs of

the same fieldwork under her own name.

More recently; the tension has been brought out in the open. Geertz, fOr

example; published in one text both his narrative account of the Balinese

cock fight and an analysis of it (Geertz; 1972). Others like Carlos

Casteneda and Jean Auel have written fiction for which they desire the label

"ethnography; and controversies about their books have been seen even in

the popular press (Randall; 1984, p. 1). Apparently; if science is; in fact;

a branch of literature; presentation matters. It matters to the quality of

the work and to relationships between author and text, audience and text,

author and audience. In this light; Hymes (1980) writes;

9
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Some of what we believe we Know about cultural patternt atiO i4OrldS
is interpretable in terms of structure, whether the ingredients of
the structure be_lines, graphs, numbers, letters, or abstract
terms. Some of what we believe we know resists interPretation in
terms of structure. It seems to require; instead; presentation (p:98)

The Role of Narrative in Theories of Practi6a-

Recently, applied social scientists have argued that it it ettential to

incorporate practitioners' knowledge in explanatory modelt Of their work

(Schon; 1984) Kleinmat (1983), for example; points out that in applied

fields, molecular theories are often used to explain complex phenomena

(e.g.; biomedical theories to explain disease or psychological theetiet to

explain learning). This situation creates a gap between our theoretical

explanations and the problems experienced by practitioners. In addition,

molecular theetiZing often relegates to the status of folk wisdom the meaning

ystet8 Of both practitioners and clients; leaving their knov/ledge And their

interactions undervalued and unrepresented in our explanatory tystems

(p.540):

The liMitations of such theorizing become particularly visible ih StUb:

both Or difficult cases ( ;g.; chronic pain or the chtenit diffiCUltiet of

economically disadvantaged children to learn to read). Thete cases call for

theories that incorporate the dynamic, transactional aspects of processes

tUth at healing or teaching. According to Kleinman; in moviilg beyond tedUC:

tionist explanations to contextual ones, we begin tb derive nc only more

adequate explanations of phenomena but achieVe insights more useful to prac-

titioners.

In teacher education; Erickson (1979) further argues that te MOVe teWard

such theories; practitioners' knowledge and meaning systems must be tapped as

part of the ekplanatory process. Isolated descriptions of classroom procedure

bk measures of behavioral outcomes of those procedures may Mi8g, tO use

10
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Kleinman's lAirase, the "very heart" of the process; whether that proces:j be

healing as it occurs in the transaction between doctor and patient tit -c-oncep-

tual change as it occurs between teacher and student.

To document and analyze thee transactions; Erickson (1982) recommends

the crafting of "stories Of teaching and learning" in which practitioners

play key author roles. These stories have a number of advantages. Firat,

primed by research experiences; teachers can add rithneSS and Validity to

accounts of their work by uncovering and sharing their own "implicit theor-

ies" about teaching and learning (Clark & Yinger, 1979): Second; stories are

representations of knowledge that do not dodge moral consequences and, to the

extent that teaching is a "mo, I craft" as well as an array Of teChniCal

skills; stories of teaching may represent that -craft Mcite adequately than

research monographs (Ryan, 1981; Tom; 1985). Third; teachers' stories are 8

largely untapped source of information about teaching and an opportunity for

teachers to communicate about their work to others. Bringing teachers' stor-

ies into the canon of educational literatUre thay COnfer Special status on

both the authors and their stories. About this, educator Roland Barth hag

Written,

A primary motivation is the satisfaction and recognition that comes
from seeing one's ideas in_print and_knowing that Others also see
them: Writing about practice lends legitimacy to both writer and
practice. Most school people feel that education is an important,
WOrthWhile endeavor; but can't help but be influenced by society's
16W regard for their profession; In the view of many oducatorS,
education is important but not quite important enough. Being_ a
teacher or a principal and a writer is more prestigibUS than being
'just' a teacher; (cited in Sugarman, 1984; p. 6)

Per811A8iVe aS these arguments may seem; they defy commonly accepted

diChätomies drawn between theory and practice; speaking and writing, tekt And

utterance; Olson (1980) summarizes these generally accepted dithottiMieS by

COritta8ting "explicit written prose statements" (text) with more "informal

oral language statements" (utterance):

11



Utterance and text may be contrasted at any one of sevoral leYelS:
the linguistic modes themselves--written language versus- Oral
language; their usual usages--conversation, stor-telling, Verse,
and Seng for the oral mode versus statemettS, argdMentS, and essays
for the written mode; the::_r summariting_forMS==proverbs 2nd
aphorisms for the oral mode versuS preMiSeS fOt the written mcde;
and finally; the cultural_traditiOnS bUilt around these modes--an
oral tradition versus a litetate ttadition. (p. 85)

Not only are these activities sharply distinguished. but they are alSo

commonly stratified so that the progress of development, ',loth Within the

individual and in societies; is thought tb be ftbit Oral to literate, a

movement toward "increasing -eplicittESS with language increasingly able tb

stand as an unambiguous or autonomous representation of meaning" (01S-on,

1977, p. 85).

These sharp demarcations between spoach and Writing and the clear

superiority accorded the essay fbr the telling of factual truth have had

implications for our professional literature: It is not surprising, giVen

these assumptionsi that as fields such as anthropology and edUcatidh have

Sought "professionalization" and have become tibte te-chniCal in their orien-

tations, they have tended in their reporting to leave out practitioners'

stories and Silence their voices rather than to feature them (Hale, 1972;

Sthon, 1984).

The SaclalFuntiotS Of Writing About Research

Ono of the lititations of taxonomies of oral and literate language iS

that they fail to acknowledge the powerful connactions betWeen langUage forms

and the social functions they accomplish. TO thiS end, taxonomies not only

idealize actual speech and writing, bUt they can also reinforce the social

differences and boundaries separating speech communities. As applied re-

searchers, we need to look beyond static taxonomies Of language forms and ask

how language functions fbr its usersWhether those users be researchers

publiShing reports for an audience of their peers or teachers uging Anecdote§

12



to explain their educational approaches to interetted parents. Accordins to

Stubbs (1982); be it essay or story, text bt uttetance;

more than anything; language it An aetiVity motivated by usets'
needs to make things known in partiCular ways for particular pur-
poses and to establish and Maintain common understandings with
other conversantsL the fetm of a particular text is_always deter-
mined as much by the conVettants' need to function in these situa-
tions as it is by whatever it is they wish tb de§ctibe. (p. 10)

TeaChers and researchers communicate differently about the practice Of

teaching. First; teachers have relatiVely less opportunity than reteat-chers

to communicate about teaching te their peers or other audiences. SeCond:

when teachers engage in talk or writing about teaching, their audiences and

purpotet in doing so may be quite different fret these of researchers.

Thitd; the topics about which teachers Cheese to speak and write may be quite

different than thote teleCted by reSearchers, Finally, teacher§ And re-

searchers typically read different kinds cf tAx_t-§ about teaching and for

diffetent purposes.

If; as Foucault (1972, 1977), KUhn (1970); and others have argued, a

professional field is actually A letisely associated collection Of CtimhUni-

ties of discourse (What Gumperz, 1971; called "speech CeMmUnities"), then it

it not §urprising that different members of oUr field would have different

purpotes for and ways of talking .41J-out knOWledge concerning teaching and

learning. If we further aCknowledge that there are not simple diehtitomies

between Oral and literate language or theoretical and practical knowledge;

and eMbrace; instead; the metaphor bf multiple tpeech communities comprising

fie2d; we begin to see that both the knowledge people have and the way§

they repretent knowledge are to a great extent shaped by their social places

and purposes.

Precisely because it was erganiied as a forum; a place for teachers and

researcher§ te talk With one another; our group was a novel speech comMunity.

13
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We brought to its membership people herebbfOre separated in their wayS

OppOrtunities to talk about teething. Gradually we learned how tb tbnverse

with one another as we talked, read, and Wrote together. In the process; we

identified new audiences fOr our research and created ncw textual formats for

reaching them. In altering such givens 88 aUthbr, audience; forma
, and

purpo, We also transformed the tOntent n7 Our theoretical work.

Forum Texts

Table 1 i8 a sumrhary 6f the oral and written repOrts of research pre-

pared in the year prior to the Forum and in the first year of its existence.

Note that in the year before the creation Of the Forum the major teXt prOduced

WaS a long monograph (progreSS repbrt) whose audience was the agency funding

the study: In addition to reporting for the funding Agency, the researchers

wrote book Chapters and journal articles for VagUely defined audiences. About

thiS typ-e Of academic writing, StubbS (1982) observes:

A peculiar feature of some academic articles is that it is not
certain who their audience is going to be. If the Artieles are on
topics of potentially wide; general interest, (Stith as reading and
writing), they are likely_to be prepared with ill-defined social
grOUps in mind, such as teachers, reSeartherS, or the man in the
street. (p. 31)

Unlike the articles and chapter-Si oral presentations gieh at meetings of

research 8-citie8 or at university colloquia thnt year were intended for the

limited dUdience of other researchers. Thete preSentati-lis were notable for

their text-lil quality. The speaker§ retained control of the flnor. Lis-

teners were not permitted to sPeak except when a brief question-answer period

was provide-di tiMe was strictly limited, and speakers' remarks were drawn

from previously written texts.

The initiation bf the Fornin led to the creation of new forMS Of teXt and

talk. While the researchers continued to write aeademit artieleS and reports;

these articles changed in three ways. Firtti S-ome of the articles were

14



Table 1

TektS Reporting Research Before and After InitiatiOn of
the Written Literacy Forum

Pre=ForUm
(authored by researchers)

Technical report (including theoretical model and case studies)
"FindingS Of practical significance"
Journal articles
Book chapters
Notes for conference presentations and ceilloqUia

Forum
(authored by teachers and researchers)

Quarterly progress reports
Simulation game; "Negotiating Entry"
Hand-outs for_ roundtable discussions
Displays of children's writing
Journal articleS__
Revised case studies with Study guides
AutObiography

coauthored by teachers in the Forum. SecOnd, the pregress reports and

academic artitle8, Which had constituted the bulk of research reporting in

Year 1, amounted only tO a small part of the reporting undertaken by the

Forum. And third; Forum members clarified the intended audiences and purposes

for the reporting of researth. With the ClarifiCation of audience and purpose

caillé a reinterpr,?tation and transformation of the study's major findings.

Identifying Audiences and Purposes

In the course of Forum conversations; the putpose of our group evolved

to reflect not oni_ ,rchers' concerns about the utility and validity of

their reporting; bw titioners' concerns as well. For teather, the Forum

offered an opportunit ive and receive moral Support and to serve others

in their prOfessiOn. The fellOwing Comment from a Forum teacher illustrates:

15
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I wonder if it'S net So much what we found out, but the Whole_
process we went through: For people to chatge Or to accept what we
found mit, they have to go through the proceSS, toe. And that it's
not very easy to become clo80_tb people and risk to say that
you're a failure; or that you've had failUreS in these areas: I

remember when I taught sthool in PennSylvania--it was a small
school; there were only_abOut 10 teaChers. It took three years
before everyone got tO knOW each other in the building well -enough
tb Start_ talking about the problems they had: , They Were
afraid that they were admitting that they couldn't handle it; that
there waS Something wrong with them; when iP reality eVerybOdy was
having the same problems: And what we've_ done 'Ida taken a long time
to establish; and no matter tahat we find here, We're going to have
to tell people that you juSt dbh't thange overnight. (Forum Trans-
cript; 10/14/81)

Trying tO cottUnitate this message to other teachers, we adopted the

rhetorical tattic of starting with an audience and a purpote for temffiunita-

ting about research: From there we worked batk tti bur study--its raw data;

polished reports; the stories they ovoked--and began to draft plans for oral

and written presentations. AudienteS fOr Wham we ultimately wrote and spoke

included prospective and ekperienced teachers, educational roseartherS, and

cUrritUlum specialists in language arts:

Figure 1 is a model that rhetoritian Himley (-cited it Nystrand; 1982)

has devised to relate text to sotial -context. All text exists along a

continuum of social distance betWeen author and audience: When author and

audience are close to one another in social distance, they Share a Wealth

of contextual knowledge: Thus the text they write for one another is

exophoric in reference. Much of the inforffiation needed to interpret the text

remains outside it in the store of shared experience of writer and readet/

listener;

In contrast, when social distante between author ahd audience is

intteaSed, reference becomes endOphoric. Here text needs to provide for the

lack of shared background knowledge between author and audiette. Endophoric

text carries much of the contextual kneWledge needed to for ita interpreta-

tion and iS therefOre more Self-referencing than exophoric text:
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room in this sort Of Writing for the nuance, the ViVid anecdote. or the tell-

ing joke. AS Frake (1981) says; "I imagine it iS difficult to tell a joke in

first-order predicats calculus" ( . 5).

On the other hand, exophotic referenee is of limited value in highly

technical writing or when tOttun4eating with an unknown audience. Its reli-

ance on shared undetStanding between reader and writer tan make it cryptic or

uninteripretable when those understandings db not exist. Yet exophoric refer-

ente has great power to evoke in the redder Who shares its context itageS of

his or her own experiences that reSonate with those drawn on by the author.

When the writer knows his or her audience and what he or she knows, the wri-

er can craft a text that is evocative. Both writer and reader participate in

the -creation of such a text's meaning (ROSenblatt, 1978).

When researchers write for ill=defined audiences in their academie

reporting of researth, their Work frequently falls in the endophoric part of

the continuilM.. Because there Is great distance betWeen author and audience,

Much beintextual information has tb be intlUded. In addition; in stiehtifib

Writing; the rigors of formal researeh reporting make additional detandS.

Research tOXt8 are quintessential essays in which the aUthor is rendered

vitttally anonymous, text can stand by itself, And the audience is unknown

and distant; But what happens when theSe tekts are expected to bear the

burdens of both truthfUlness and meaningfulness--when thev are inVoked to

instruct and move practitioners? They tend to break under the rhetorical

burden.

In the Forum; we discovered that as we began to identify and Write for

more shetifit Audiences we were better able to consider What these audiences

might already know, what they might want to learn move about, or what they

could bring to the intorpretatiOn Of Our work. We ventured into genreS that

were less selfreferencing but more vivid; evocative, and immediate. Our
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com,lunicatioh became less constrained bv rules of formal argumentation nnd,

in fact; began to blend oral and written lahgUage, narrative and explanation

in novel ways. Ambilg the kinds of texts we prepared to share research were

timulation ames, letters; autobiographies and other personal Parrativet, and

displays of crtifacts of children's writing. MOSt of thete teXtt Were Open=

ended and allowed their audi?nce8 to "complete the tt-or;:i." Even in oral pre-

sentations; Forum teacher.; rejected formal presentations to their colleagues.

Instead, they treated roUndt.Ible formats that blenced written materialt with

soMe cral presentation and considerable discussion (tee AppendiX B).

The Forum teachers also suggested a chang, in our view of retedtChert as

an audience. They prop.:,sed writir; about the process of negotiation of entry

into a school site in order to tUdy it successfully. To teach researchers

v,ihat c-4-e had learned abOut this; the Fo.t'um chose to design a simulation game

that could be played by fledgling researchers before they ever took a step

into the field. In so doing; the Forur wrote dramatic s't-en-atioi charaCter

sketches; and follow-up ideas for discuLsion. It vas left to the audiences to

negotiate among themselves the actU;1 plot line tor each si.oulation (see

Appendix C).

Finally, the Forum revisited the c.-ase studies written for the citigihal

technical report. In the c'lurse of Forum discussions; we sougl,t a clearer

dUdience for these texts. The potential of new texts t ffer vivid; vicar-

ious experien-,es of taching and the cpportun'ty to -evisit those experitilte

suggested they would be useful texts for p-,eservice teachers Thus the cate

ttUdies were revised; edited bth to make them more richly descriptive and to

include a ser'es of open-ended discussion questions to guide their use by

teacher educator-8 and student8.
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TeXt; AUdience; and Values

Figure 2 locates the various pre-Forum and Forum teXtS in a iiiddel tYP-

ifying bur ordinary societal assumptions about the diChotbmies between oral

and written language; text and utterance (StUbbS, 1982). Note that when Te

plot the Forum's activities and teXtS here, the bulk of the griup's ()tan

communication would be considered "casuaI"--even at times, "nonStandard."

Talk, bv definition ih such a system; has essentially little formal or public

STANDARD
NONSTMMARD

technical reporN

formalS.. journal articles

WRITTEN

hook chapters

casuaI\c_

cafe studies with Study guides

simulation games

let.ters to parents

formal

SPOKEN

conference presentations
handou.s

colloquia

Forum meetings

\\\<2tnidtable discLi 611

SPOKEN

por-mcer:ng ralk
casual (e.g. e(((-:,.2)

Fig'_ire 2. Forum Texts and the common view bf the relatiOn between spoken
nd written language (modified frow StubbS, 1982; P. 40).

In addition; note that, whether written Or Spoken, Forum-authored texts

would tend o fall in the "caSnAl" part Of the Continuum, research reports in

tht "fekMal." This formal/casual distinction underscores the status
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differences oetween teacher- and researcher-held knoWledge and the diff rent-
_

ial value nicely to be attributed to theM. Mbre6V6.r, i-ankinE, the expository

accounts of rotearch at forMal and Standard and relegating conversation;

nattative--and participants' voices--to the casual and nonstandard dchS

tiSkt; in Frake's (1981) terms; "making the smart people look dUtb." Highly

systematic; endophoric accounts of native knowledge, Frake Continues; achieve

their ends "by framing out of view tho contexts within which people display

their smartness in their own worlds" (p. 6).

The Forum created the opportunity for several things to change With

respect to this formal/casual distinctibn. Firtt; the forum provided for the

public expression of knowledge froth bOth teaCher and researcher sources.

Sotond, tit, the extent that these rigid boundaries are held in our field, the

Forum encouraged teachers and researchers to risk crossing theM. It Wat noW

possible for teachers to make formal pretentatiOnt and duthbr articles and

_

chapters (something heretofore not done by theM) just c.s it engaged research-

Or8 in more open give-and-take with specific and diverse audiences in oduca-

tiOn. In this sense, there was movement out of the safety bf itblatiOn ih

the "theoretical" or the "practical," the "forMal" ot the "casual" domains

The Knowledge Worth Reporting

OlSon (1980) summarized our ordinary assumptions about thebretital and Prac-

tical knowledge by observing that "truth it oral UtteranCe hat 66 do with

truth as wisdom . . . Truth in prose tekt; however; has to dc with the

PorreSpcindence between statements and observations" (p:104). Those distinc-

tions have been called into question recently with toMe dtguihg that pi.aeti-

tionors ofton base their knowledge cldiMt on SyStematic hypothesis-testing

(SChOn; 1984) and others pointing out that research is not value-neutral or

disinterested (Eagleton, 1983): Meier (1982) obterveS that the link betWeen
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formal written discourse and formal knowledge has served; since the Greeks,

to eXtlUde whole classes of knowledge and keep them embedded and preServed in

oral tradition. She notes that Frenth sthol-ar Mithel FOUtaUlt

refers to such excluded knowladges as "Sdbjugated knowledges;"
knowledges whose validity is_not_dependent on the approval of
established regimes of thought, [but Which have also1 been
systematically disqualified from the established hierarehy of
knoWledges and sciences. (p. 21)

It is noteworthy that Foucault also argues that thét6 SUbjugated knOWledges

contain most of the "historical knoudtdge of Struggles" within a community.

Because they remain outside parameters of scientific discourse; Fou ault

argues that they "provide SO-ciety with the only viable source of tritital

reflettion Upon its own taken-for-granted assumptionS" (Meier; 1982, p. 21).

It can be argued that teachers' stories represent SUbjUgated knowledge of

this sort: As such their inclusion in researth reporting potentially enriches

theories about practice and also renders accounts of practice more ViVid and

MoVing. In addition, to the extent that teachers' StOriet Ate fraMed out of

the boundaries of scientific knowledge about practiCe, it is likely that

teachers will view research as disconneCted from their knowledge and con-

cerns.

In the Forum; teachers' knowledge and researtherS' knaWledge were

brought head-to-head. There was a great deal tO which the researchers had

nbt paid attention while in the field or when writing their r-eport. Muth -of

What we failed to hear ox see or represent can bt thought Of in terms of the

efforts of teachers and students to achiee. Written literacy in the complex

institutional setting of public school. rime and again as we reviewed and

reViSed texts about our research; we realized that in fOcuting on "the tleSS:

room" or "teaching" or "written literacy," reseàrchérs had made many tacit
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assumptions. Our views and depictions of the teaching and learning bf Writing

tehded to be telescopi ; our portrayals of classroom life and leSSOUS Static.

The Forum teachers found most important in Our reSeatch many details we

had overlooked in our ititial tapottiug. They Were particularly struck, for

example, by the contextual constraints to teaching writing that arise froth

outside the 61.as-sr-a-OM. They saw in our notes and vlports the pOSSibility of

powerful presentations about the multiple and conflitting fei-Oes chat work on

them as they teach children tio read Atid Write. Many peopls have a stake in

literacy education--teachersi parents, children, administrators, polititianS,

textbook pUbliSherS, and the press. Teachers operate as mediaterS, Making

moment-to-moment decisions and long-range plats that dith t6 balance competing

definitions of literacy, competing detahdt on their time; limited and somewhat

ad hoc resources, againSt their own talents; values, and skills. This in

many ways was the heart of a story about the teaching of writing that we

Ultimately came to tell together.

Incorporating the teacherS' voices and stories into texts for diverse

audiences taught us that not all knowledge can be represented by structural

models. Because our initial formal accounts were biased toward the typioal,

they were unable to capture conflict, COMprtiti86, And Change. In story and

conversation we had access tO a gtaat mauy more of the tensions and contra-

dictions in teachers' work. Whereas a year before we would have waited

patiently for teachers to vent their complaints about the diStriCt Or the

principal before g-ettitg down to talking Abeut FLOW they teach writing, we now

realized that those concerns were intimately tied to teaching writing.

In the Forum we grew to realize that sometimes a story Or a t-ohrSation

is the best way to represent or abate Sete iffiportant kindS Of knowledge.

also grew to appreciate that sueh fOrths of language are not extraneous to

inquiry but central to a valid portrayal of teachers' work. We also found,
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aS we met and talked with practitiOnerS that; to the degree that we adinitted

f and encouraged the Voicihg Of their knowledge, teachers warMed to ideas

that research had to Offer them as well: One teacher expressed her growing

insight dS follows:

I guess I felt really good about gettihg with the_group because_ my
coming to_East Lansing Waa_.

. . Well; I was thinking how valuable
all_of you were_it tetMS Of SUpport people . for the first tnoVe
here. It was like I felt yOU Were friends who cared abotit_me rather
than researthert. It jUat did something really special, And_it also
opened up some neW WayS of looking at teaching writing. I had never
really_thought abOUt it. Perhaps I had_done it_haphazardly, and
then_this gave some rhyme and rea8on. Atd_I think it Was a good
feeling to be able to talk with other_teachers. I had not had the
opportunity_in my past teaching eperience to sit down and talk_
about the_kind_of things we'd dehe_in the classroom._ And beyond be=
ing able_to talk with itMediate C011eagues,_we could talk with pe-O:
pie out of the univerity,_ Which was a really good learning_ekperi=
ence. I got a balance Oh both sides (Forum Transcript, 10/14/81)

Once we began conversations with one another, we learned a great deal

More about the processes of teaching and learning writing in school than any

f us could have learned in iSOlatioh. Insights came from looking at data

together and talking about What was there, what was Miaaing, What We had

represented, and What we had failed to capture in our reports. That effort

productively blurred distinctions between talk and writing, research and

practical knowledge, inquiry and teacher education. In the proceSt We be-

lieve We created neW Ways of speaking; writing, and knoWing about practice:
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Appendix A

TheoretiC.A1 Framework of the Forms and Functions of
Writing in an Elementary Classroom
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Theoretical framaiork of the forms and_functions OwrtnO fri an elEmPntar class_room

FUNCTION

TYPE

S AMPLE

ACTIVITY

DISTINCTIVE FEATURES

WRITER/

INITIATOR COMPOSER SPEAKER AUDIENCE FORMAT FATE EVALUATION

TYPE I:

WRITING TO

PARTICIPATE

IN COMMUNITY

classroom

rule-

ifttifig

teacher teacher &

students

teacher student by teacher and

students:

drafted On

chalkboard;

printed In

colored marker

on large white

paper

posted;_

referred to When

inleS ar'e brOken

0

TYPE II;

WRITING TO

KNOW ONESELF

AND OTHERS

diaries teacher student student student by teacher:

written or

printed on

lined paper in

studentlade

booklets

locked iu

teacher's file

cabinet or kept

in.student desk;

occasionally

shared pith

taCher, Othft

students; or

family

no

TYPE III:

WRITING

TO OCCUPY

FREE TIME

letters

and cards

student student student other

(parents,

friends,

family)

by student:

printed or

drawn on lined

or construction

papa

kept; may be

given as gift

to parents or

friend

no

TYPE IV:

WRITING TO

DEMONSTRATE

ACADEMIC

COMPETENCE

science

lab

booklets

teacher publisher Wisher &

student(s)

tea-cher by publisher:

printed in

commercial

booklet

checked

by teacher; filed

for later use by

student; pages

8eht hot tb_pAt-

ents by teaCher
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PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN WRITING AT HOME

Diring 1979=81 a naturalistic study of schooling and the acquisition of written
literacy was conducted in two classrooms, a combind second and chir'i and a sixth grade,
by members of a research team frorn the Institute for Research on I eaching at Michigan
State University. The first ten months of the study consisted of extensive participant
observation, interviewing, teacher journal keeping, sampling of student writing, and
videotaping of occasions for writing in these two classrooms. The fo-r teachers involved
in the study (two focal teachers and their teammates) were active throughout the project
as research collaborators who helped to shape the inquiry and to give direction to the data
interpretations;

Through the course of the study it became evident thz,t writing and its instruction
were meaningfully organized not into discrete units such as lessons, blt into broader units
of related activities that integrated a range of skills and served broad social and ac....demic
fUnctions. Literacy resides r -It entirely in the production of dOcuments, but also in a
complex of social roles, expressive purposes, and resources for writing; These broader
units were :abelled occasions for writmg. These occasions have four functions:

I. writing to participate _in community,
2. writing to know oneself and others,
3. writing to occupy free time,
4. writing to demonftrate academic competence;

These functions allow parents to become actively involved in the process of
developing their children's writing ability and competency in skill areas--::he acquisition of
written literacy. Writing does not exist as a self-contained subject area limited by the
school curriculum and the classroom teacher. To help families :-;ecome actively involved

in writing the following letter, based on the four functions °I writing, was developed. In

its p:esent form the letter can be sent home to families at the end of the school year as
an idea list for the summer. With modation of the introductory and closing
paragraphs, it becomes a useful tool at open houses conferences tirnes, PTA meetings.
Use your imagination to adapt it to your needs.

.
3o Ann Burak Doharuch
Formerly of Donley
Elementary School
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Dear Family,

Parents often ask what they can do to help their children over the summer vacation.
Writing is one area that you can concentratc on to help your child improve in all skill
areas.

You can help your child to become a better writer by providing occasions for
meaningul writing practice; Someone once said, "To learn to writei you have to write (and
write and write)." This is perhaps the most important thing for your child to do to become
a better writer. People write best when they have something to communicate and when
they see writing as the best way to do that communicating. Here are some suggestions to
start you thinking:

I. Have your child_ do writing as part of regular hottsehold -esponsibilities:
Make shopping lists, keep track of chore assignments, plan a party or trip (ho w
many_ people will we invite, what kind of food will we need, how much will it
Ca St?).

2; Plan a family_ writing project:_
Keep a family journal _cr a log of a family trip encourage both writing and
drawing in these activities).

3. Encourage your child to write to relatives and friends who may be away from
home:
Calling may be _the 'next best thing to being there,' but writing will increase
your ch:ld'S reading and writing skills, plus it's_ alWays fun to get a reply. (It
helps to choose people you know will write back).

4. 13-e a gc:R3d example for your child:
Show him or her that writing is a good way to communicate. Write to your
child now and thenpraising him/her for a job completed, reminding him/her of
a special occasion; Write letters or cards to family ano/or friends, write letters
to the local papers, write complaints _(or_ compliments) about products or
services in letters._ _Make an occasion of both wrIting the letter and Sharing the
reply with your child.

5; Encourage diary keeping:
To do this you'll need to respect the privacy of the diary and be open to those
occasions when your child wants to share an entry with you. Why not keep a
diary of your own following the same rules?

6. Read and discuss the writing your child brings home to show you:
Don't just look over graded papers your child brings home from school, but all
types including those written for fun or projects completed at Sunday school or
at Scouts;

Remember basic skills develop with writing. Writing is practiced most in situationt
where it is valued and useful, television and telephones notwithstanding. So write away
this summer and write away it will be September.

Enjoy your summer.

Sincerely,
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Appendix C

Rules of Simulation Games and

RoleS to be Played



Rules of muiatIon_Games

nnvelcibe I

Tine lllowed: 20 Minutes

Special LOStruction: Each member is co_taan one of the whitt
envelopes and folaow the individnal in-
structions contained in it.

Task: Researcher presents proposed study and group discusses it.

DO NOT LET ANYONE ELSE SEE TOUR mbiamoNst

(Alter twenty mtnutes go an to next envelope.)

Envelope II

?Ube Allayed: 10 Minutes

Task: Group members reach consensus on whether or not to
cooperate with the study.

(After tea minutes go an to the next envelope.)

Envelope III

Time AlIOwed: 20 Minutes (15 minutes for Tasks A and
5 minutes for Task C)

Task A: Choose a recorder far your group who will take notes
for your discussion;

Task II: Discuss che first two phases of the simulation game;
Sample discussitn questions:

I. Who were the different characters La the simulation?

2. Row did the people in the simulation view research?
- -What is at stake for them?
- -What Ls to be gained?

3. What v:rategies did people in the simulation use to
accomplish their goals?

--What worked?
--What problems were encountered?
- -Were these the_only strategies that could
have been used?

4. Could the simulated situation have really happened?
Why? Why not?

Task C: Generate a list of the LSSOSS involved Lick gaining entry
based on your group's experience. (This should be
recorded on exuerience paper.)
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Sample of Roles to -1a-eP-1-a-v-e-el

MAKING ENTRY- PRINCIPALS' MEETING

ROLE: Earnest
POSITION: Researcher

You are to present your proposed study to an administrative meeting of district
principals. Generally describe your study and be prepared to answer questions.

ROLE: Reluctant
Position: Principal

You have admitted researchers to your school one time before; They took up
much of the staff's time and energy, but did not share what they learned. You do not
want this situation to be repeated;

ROLE: Supportive
POSITION: Principal

You are a curriculum leader supportive of change and innovation.

ROLE: Intervening
POSITION: Principal

You are concerned about how "basic skills" of writing are taught. You want a
s ecial report on this stuay from researchers.

ROLE: Protective
POSITION: Principal

You are an advocate of children's rights. Researeher(s) may have difficulty
convincing you that the students' rights will be protected.

ROLE: Imposing/Intervening
POSITION: Principal

You have the r esponsibility of submitting teacher evaluations to the
superintendent. You want the researcher(s) to do some of the work for you.

ROLE: Defensive
POSITION: Principal

You feel threatened because you have recently received adverse publicity about
your school. You are anxious that researcher(s) make a commitment to present the
findings publicly in a positive light to the school board and the community.
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